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SECTION 1 

INTRODUCTION 

On 15 July 1994 the Department of Energy (DOE) released the Dmft Proposed Acbon 

Memorandum (PAM) - Hot Spot Removal Rocky Flats Envmnmental Technology Site, 

Operable Umt No 1 for reww and comment The document was submtted to the 

Envmnmental protecton Agency Reson VIII @PA) and the Colorado Department of Health 

(CDH) and was made avazlable to the pubhc 'Rus document IS DOE s response to comments 

that were received dumg the 3-y comment penod Although there were no pubhc comments 
on the document EPA and CDH &d submt comments and these comments am addressed m 
Secbons 2 and 3 respectrvely Pursuant to these comments, the PAM has been wised and 

f- ( F d  Proposed Actlon Memorandum - Hot Spot Removal, September, 1994) 

The proposed hot spot removal IS the excavmon, contamemaion, and storage of mhonuchde 
contammated sods present at dmxete locat~ons withm Operable Umt No 1 at the Rocky plats 
Envmnmental Technology Srte The hot spot removal IS an Accelerated Response Amon 

(ARA) as defined m the proposed language to modlfy the current Inter Agency Agmment i e 
a remedal response -on that all m e s  (DOE EPA, and CDH) agree IS necessary and 

appropriate to mt~gate a threat or potentd threat to pubhc health or envmnment, and can be 
mplemented m SIX months The PAM is the p n m q  document used by DOE m makmg its 

decision to undertake the -on, and therefore substan- the need for the -on and the 

selected cleanup method 



SECTION 2 

REspoNsEs TO EPA'S COMMENTS 

Cost It W(IS a s s d  that a technologacaIty sample and SmQU s& remoyQl such as ths 
would ah0 be very inexpensive bur surprisingly DOE has eslimated that the project MU 
cost $3M OCK) not mludang possable treatment storage and drspsal costs Thrs cost 
estamate as only drvaded into two b d  categories an the dqfl  PM4 Plunrung and 

Management $180 OOO and cortstnrcnon and Contangency $210 lW 2Resecfigwes 
must be presented an much more detal an the PAM showrag enact& why at costs so much 
to pe@iom ths project As proposed t h  as &@ate& not a cost eflectave solutron to the 

health nsks posed by these hot spots 

DOE appmtes EPA s (and CDH s) concern over the apparent hgh cost of the pmject The 
cost of conductmg work at a DOE weapons mstaUat~on partmlarly work that mvolves the 
handlmg of &oa&ve material IS necessarily more expensive than at other sites 
Documenmon quahty assurance cost accountmg and riuholog~cal protection requvements 
umque to DOE mstallabons add add~tmnal costs to those assocmted with the fwdamental pr~fect 

actmttes As requested DOE wdlpmwde add~tional cost detsul to the PAM (e g , mobhation, 

excavaon waste transfer to storage etc ) Also, the cost assmnted with waste c-on 
for shqment to and disposal at Bnvuocare (> $150 0oO) wlll be deleted because the scope of 

this ARA does not mclude treatmat andor disposal of the contamed sods Regardless we 
note that cost IS not a cntena for selmon of an EPA tune-clrtcal removal amon, and 

presenmon of cost IS not requved for a proposed ARA per the draft language to modify the 
c u m t  JAG References to the actxon bemg cost effectwe wdl be deleted m the F d  PAM 
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Threats to Publac Health l%e threats to public health presented an thas document are 
taken Curectly j b m  the final OU 1 RFT.RI Report (June 19%') Nevertheless thas 
document states that a carcrnogenc nsk of 1 1 x lo' Gfor a current on site worker) 

exceeds the acceptable m g e  but an the RI Report DOE states that the same nsk as 
Wrthm the acceptable m g e  Comwi3ctor-y statements such as these senously un&mne 

the veracaty of DOE docunaents and comctaom must be ntode to one or both of these 
abcuments so that DOE s c o n c ~ o n s  are consastent and believiable 

The nsk cated above as dnven by plutmwn and ammaurn an s@ie soak whach were 
htected at sagruflcantly elevated actawtaes an only one of the four hot spots discussed an 
the document Rzsksjbm the W M Z ~  hot spots must also be waghed Additonally 

although contanurn mgmnon vaa s@ace w e r  IwIo$zs a consademon thas document 
ignores several facon that have hmted thas mgmnon jbm occumng sance the 

conramrrrants were r e h e d  to the enwmnment some 25 y m  ago In general Secnon 
3 1 provrdes a samplistac and somewhat distorted presentation of the nskr to current 
worken and to the public and at should be mwitten to present a more realistic 
charactenzataon of the precise threat to public health that would be the busas for takrng 
an actaon 

Estmated nsk values we= taken drrectly from the RFIVRI Report The exposure scenarios were 

developed m msuMon with RPA and CDH The exposure algorithms and nsk calculat~ons 

are m 8ccord811ce with EPA and other relevant guidance, and the nsk assessment has been 

approved by EPA and CDH In the cofltext of an RPA style nsk assessment the nsks should 

be considered neither du&nted nor umeahst~c Although a more nxthst~c nsk assessment 

specfic to the hot spots could be mducted and posslbly show that none of the hot spots need 
be removed it IS DOE s opmon a l l  nsk exaxnates aslde that the presence of plutomum m 
surface sods at a&vitIes over 10 OOO tunes background IS add~t~onal justdicaQon for the amon 

Pubhc p e w o n  IS an mportant factor 111 cleanup at the Rocky Flats Eumnmental Technology 



Site and the potentad m v e  pubhc perceptson of plutomum present m d a c e  sods at these 

actwitm, with the possd.nhty of plutotllum rmgratron due to erosion am consideraQons m 
conductmg thls ARA 

With respect to u m u m  the RFWU nsk assessment mhcates the carcmogemc rrsk posed by 

the presence of the m u m  hot spots 1s 2 to 3 orders of magmtude less than for the plutomum 

hot spot On the bass of nsks, Temoval of the umuum hot spots can not be j~s t i f ied  However, 

the uratllum actwitm m the hot spots am 100 to 1 OOO tunes backgmund Agam the potentad 
negatwe publlc p e w o n  of leavrng the m u m  hot spots together with the pmctmhty of 

removmg these hot spots whch are small m number and we, wMe mobdual to remove the 

plutomum hot spot is the m o d e  for then inclusion m thu ARA 

We presume the factors that have h t e d  the mgraoon of plutomum from occumng smce it was 

released to the envmnment some 25 years ago are the construmon of the South Intem@m 

Dtch and Pond C 2 Although these mff contml features wdl mogate off site plutomum 

mgratton vm sudace water, they do not address the s p d  of contmmmon upanam of 
Pond C 2 

Lastly numencal roundoff 1s the re85011 the worker nsk was c b e d  as bemg withm the 
acceptable range m the RFYRI report and mdeed should be consided an accepsable publlc 

health nsk Nevertheless the exact nsk value actually exceeds the acceptable mge and this 

wd be so stated m the F;mal PAM without mfemce to its aaptabihty In other words, we 

sunply wish to convey the margrnal aweptabhty of the mk estmate 

Screerung of ophons OphOn 3 is &scnbed as emplaclng caps over the hot spots to 
prevent human exposure and reduce the potemal for c o m ~  lpugmtion In &chon 
5 2 I 3 thrs OphOn is e h m t d j b m j i m h e r  conndemnon on the bans that it does mz 
p r o d  a pemanent rentedy and that it may be incomastent with an as yet Undetennrned 

final remedy f i r  OU I Xks w mt an appropriate baas for elunrnafton su~ce the rwnedy 

chosen for thas response action need not be pennanem and it zs unlikely that capping 
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would be inconsastent wrth thejnal remedy chosen Acnraliy capping mght be the m s t  
cost efecnve and reasonable OphOn for a number of reasons no samphng would be 
reqwred and therefore no laboratory analytacal or VaIrdanon costs no ewavataon costs 

and less overall project management costs Frnally it would very hkely allow the hot 
spots to be incorporated with the final remedy for the much greater volume of OU 1 and 

2 surjiaal soils that are contMultQted wath the same rodronuclades at rmnamal added 

cost ?%erefore DOE mustjimher ewluale a capping acnon in the revased PAM 

It is DOE s opmon that cappmg is not conslstent with the final remedy for OU1 The RFI/RI 

nsk assessment m&cates that the nsks posed by surficud plutonrum/amenaum c o n m o n  
not assocnted with the hot spots IS acceptable Thedore rem-on of these sods IS not 
required as long as the hot spots am removed In thts context removal of the hot spots 

represents waste mmmzatmn as thew presence drives the nsks posed by all surface sods to 

unacceptable levels Furtherma, capping q u m  long term mtenance and affords httle 

long term promon of the pubhc health 

DOE has chosen to not further evaluate the cappmg opbon As suggested by CDH (see CDH 

General Comment No 5) the proposed a&on wdl be presented smgularly as a presumplwe 

remedy The draft lauguage to mod@ the e-g IAG does not q u m  an alte-ve analysn 
for the PAM nor does EPA gwdance regardrng an A-on Memorandum for a tme-cnbcal 

removal a&on 

Freld Detection L r m u ~  Thc pmedwe for txawtion of contmnated soils outlaned in 
ths document is darectly ned to the use offield rodranon &teaom Therefore at is 

necessary to state the minrmum detectable ahIdty ut picoCudes per gmm for each 
rmhonUclMe of interest accordrng to the spafic method and i n s m  to be used an the 
fleld Development of the confinnataon samphg plan also &per& on using a relaable 
srandard d e w o n  inputfbr t h e  measurements zhrs could be generated by repeated 

-1.. 



measurements preferably 10 or m r e  ma& using thejield detecnon instnunerus in the 
same manner as they are proposed to be employed for ths amon Such infomanon is 
important so that all pmes involved have a good &mt&ng of the use of field 
radiahon detectom for such purposes 

w 

The Field Instrument for the Detecbon of Low Euergy -on (FJDLER) wdl be the pnmary 

mstrument used to deterne when nuhonuchde-con- sods have been excavated to 

achleve local background actwitles The FIDm data cannot be converted to donuchde- 

specfic amvity per umt mass The FIDLBR 1s a multl-channel analyzer with a set energy 
w o n  band that pmvides a gross mbcatlon (counts per mmute [cpm]) of nuhologml 

contammtlon It 1s not capable of Cfiscmmabng gamma and x ray enewes emtted by varyrng 

sources Although the truck mounted, hgh punty gexmamum (HPGe) w o n  system (to be 
used 111 confurnation samplmg/dyslg) 1s capable of dmmmmbng these energies and thereby 
idenwmg the radmuchde sources, an of the depth of contammatm 1s requued to 

convert the total nuhonuch&qecflic actmtles to aawty per umt mass 

The pmary objectwe of h s  ARA is to remove the nuhologxd mtammted sods to acheve 

resldual actmty levels that are near local background levels The hot spots have surface 

amvibes as m e a s d  by a FIDLER that are typically 2 to 100 tunes local backgmund As 
recommended DOE wdl take 10 FIDLER readrngs on the local sods smundmg each hot spot 

to estabhsh a mean and standard devmtlon for local background radmQon The mean readmg 

plus 2 standad devlattons (the 95th penzntde of the local backgmmd actlvlty measurements) 

wdl be used to defme the local backgmund actwity at each hot spot and excavmon wdl proceed 

untd h s  actmty 1s acheved w a  each excavmon Once excavatlon is completed as 

detemmed by the FIDLER the HPGe wdl be used to gather nuhonuchde-specfic total acbvitles 
withrn the excavmon and m the sum-g sod The total actmty values from these 
measurements wdl be compared to further assess achevement of the pnmary objectwe 



Page 11 last paragrap It is stated here that unique ecosystems were not found at RFP 

dunng extensive biological studies llus statement must be deleted since biological 

studies for all pomons of the plant site have not been completed or submtted for agency 
rewew 

-me to Come& No. 1 

The sentence wlll be rnodffled to state 

presence of unque ecosystems at RFP 
"Prelmnary s t u b  to date have not m&cated the 

Page 15 paragraph 3 zhe second sentence in this pamgmph das not ntake sense as 

wntten and should be m s e d  or deleted 

The sentence has been mued as follows 

SS100293 IS not at the mcdmte surface as the deeper composites have the hgher actmtIes 

The uramum contarmnatron at SS100193 and 

Page 17 Table 2-4 The mbonuclrde aCrrvity data presented in thrs table and in Rgves 

417 418 and4-19oftheOUI REI/RIReportnusethequcsnonofwhethcrlocatrons 
SSI@l193 SSlm293 or SS100393 rtal2y need to be adhssed through an accelerated 
response amon The &vitaes found in samples takenjbm locarion SSIm393 are 
achual€y quare samalar to those of the samplesjbm s m d g  locaftons Also as noted 
in EPA s prevrous comments reganfang the smnplrng and Ana2ysw PIan some of the 



locanons sampled in 1987actualty had hagher actiwnes than the three mentaoned above 
A better mlym of the health ?ish involved should he@ clanfjl whch locanons need 
accelerated acnon 

DOE a- that the radronuchde actw1t.m m sod at SS100393 is slmlla+ to the sumundmg 
sods Nevertheless, the hot spot IS targeted for removal Because the sod IS to be removed 111 

6-mch Ms, at least 6 inches of soll wdl be removed from thls locabon Further excavaon wdl 

be dependent on the results of the FDLBR survey 

DOE has recently conducted a follow up FXDLER survey of the MSS 119 1 area and have 

located two hot spots prevmusly idenbficd 111 a 1987 surfslce sod charactembon study The 

samples ongrnally collected from these hot spots were idenfled as 881 16/17 and 881 18/19 

The l m o n s  were staked and -eyed and the HPGe was used to quantdj the radronuchde 

specific total act~vmes The mDLBR data wdl be presented m the Frnal PAM, and these hot 
spots wdl also be removed as part of tlus ARA Please see EPA Major Concern Comment 
No 2 for a dwxssion of risks posed by the u m u m  hot spots and the rahonale for theu 

removal 

No. 4 

Page 20 p a m g q h  3 The OU I IM/IRI actually began colleenon and treatment of 
groundwuter in April 1992 not in August 1991 as stated here 

The c o m o n  has b n  made 



Comment No. 5 

Page 22 paregmph 2 Thejirst sentence an thrs pamgmph mennons the "revased I994 
U G  Unnl U G  renegotaanons are completed nu rewed 1994 verszon exists and as 

such the sentence should be corrected 

Res~onse to Comment No. 5 

The sentence has been revsed to mply refer to the IAG 
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SECTION 3 

RESPONSES TO COUIRAM) DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH COMMENTS 

The proposed nwd@ataon to the MG 
describing Accelerated Response Achons h t s  sew& spcaflc items that a Proposed Actcon 
Memorandum (PAM) must contaan The Diwsaon has rewewed these reqwrements and 

&temned that ths &q$ PAlld cwently does not a&quately a&ess several reqwred items 
The Diwsion sJinmngs and wmments on each specaJc requirement are &taaled below All 

& J a m e s  idemJed must be corrected before the Divisaon can collszder this PAM to be 
complete - 

Brief Sutrmary of i.2 Dakz for the Sue A summary of &a for the site as pmented tn 

Sectaon 2 4 Release or Threruened Release into the Enwroment of a Haza&us 

Substance Polharat or Contmnant along with a dscussaon of the potentual for 
radronuchde mrgratwn T7us sectcon partralty swfles the reqwrement for the PAM to 
include a bnefsummary of sate data lk Divrslon behews addfnonal site data relevant 

to ths actaon is awlable Missingfiom this s e w n  1s any dscussaon of data for metals 
at or near the OU I hot spots Thrs infomanon is of partrcular anterest same several 
metah were &tected at elewed kwk at or near the hot spot locanons A ta&k 

reprtutg and summanzang complete analytacal resultsfor the four hot s p t  loccrnons and 

ma* sUrJicralsoi1 andborehole sampling locMons shouldalso be includedin the PAM 

Hot spot charactemahon data has been provided for all surface and subsurface sod constments 

cietermmd to be cuntammnts m the RFYRI These mclude plutolllum, mencium, urantum, 
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volatde orgamc compounds polychlorinated byphenyls and polynuclear ammatx hydmcarbons 
Metals were not shown to be sod contaxnmants rn the RFWRI 

Explunahon of the Propoed Achon An expkmmon of the proposed amon should be 
included in Sectron 1 0 Purpose of the PAM Section 1 0 currently touches on the 
admrnrstmtive requarements for the h t  spot remod acnon but dim nut exphn what 
QCOO~ is speafidly being proposed A descnptron of the proposed removal achon as not 
presented unhl deep in the PAM specrficlly in Sectaon 5 0 A l t e d v e  Accelerated 
Response Achons on page 24 of the P !  The descnpnon presented in sechon 5 is very 

b n e f d  Iackr many detarls relewnt to this actwn such CIS the expected saze of the 
excawon and specjpc dust control measures to be wilrzed 

P 
I1 
I 
I 
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As requested S-on 1 wdl bedter describe the ARA and Smon 5 wdl pmnde moTe detads 

regardmg the sod removal and dust control measurn 

Waste Management consrdenurons Wmte management consuikmons are chscussed in 
Seaon 5 1 1 of the PAM The Dimon  zs pleased to see that a storage mt has been 
idemfied for thrs w t e  lhrs sechon states that the GlCCaYYUCd matenah wll be managed 

in accordance wrth Colomdo Hazardous Warte Act (CHWA) reqwements The PAM 
must anc& or rt$erence the waste management requirements of the storage mt per the 

p e m t  A d d i h o w  nu DOE or CERCU reqmements for the management of 

rdcmcnve w t e  or m u d  waste are uknhfied in the PAM Sp@c CHWA and other 
reqwrements applicable to waste management maat bew addressed in the PAM 

a P 



Smon 5 2 2 2,  Inst~tubonal Controls dmusses Apjhcable or Relevant and Appropate 

Reqmments (ARARs) Tius -on wdl be expanded to pmsent the p f i c  regulabons that 

are ARAR for the hot spot excavaon, contamemon, and storage These mclude CHWA 
requuements for use and management of contamers w o n  promon standards at 10 CFR 
820 and 830 and other apphcable DOE requuements e g m accordance with DOE order 
5820 2A (Rad~ologd Waste Management) and the Rocky Flats Pohcy Manual (Pohcy 6 1 1 ,  

Senahzed Wte or Black Drums or Waste Boxes), radmadxve waste must be placed mto proper 
storage withtn the same day of genemon There am no CERCLA reqwrements aside from 
comphce with ARARS, for the management of dmachve or mmed wastes 

Bnef ExplMaaon of how the Proposed Action is CIm~utent wth Long Tern Remehl 

Achon Objechves consastency of thas achon wth long tern remedral acaon 
objechves 2s &cussed in Sechon 5 2 1 1 Screenang of ophons In ths sechon the PAM 

states that ths achon should be consistent wth future bng tern clean up plans because 
it permanently reduces health nsh and contanunant nugmtronpotemal at OU 1 Thrs 
&cussion sahsfes thas PAM requarement howver the Divrsion reconamen& that ths 
infomatron be added to the introducnon of the PAM 

As requested a cfiscussion of the consistency of tfus -on with long tern remedial -on 
objmves W l l l  be added to the mtmductm 

Implementahon Schedule and &npkhon Date for the Prvposed Achon &chon 6 2 of 
the PAM very bnem &cussed the schedule for thas pmject The sechon smes that the 
remowl acaon is scheduled to begm September 20 1994 and conthe for 10 w&ng 



days Thrs section fals  to h t  a complemn date jbr the proposed action as speafied in 
the proposed UG lunguage Addmonall), this schedule is inconsastent wth informahon 
submatted to the Dimon supprtang the cost estlmate that showed 5 days mobilimon 
and 5 days demobilimon in &non to the 10 &ys removal acnvrty for a total of 20 
worikrng days offield actawtces 

Assummg the A M  b e p s  September 20, 1994, as Ongraally scheduled, 5 workrng days are 

allowed for mobdmbon followed by 10 worlung days for the hot spot removal samplmg and 
waste transfer to pemtted storage, and a final 2 worlung days are allowed for 
demobhzaboddecontammahon The ARA IS thus schedule to be completed by October 12 
1994 Ths mform&on wdl be provided m the F d  PAM 

Idemfieanon of All ARiRr SpeCficaUy Rebed to the Proposed Actron In 5 2 2 2 
Insntutaunal Factors ARARs an? i-fled for the removal actaon The ARARr i&ru@ed 
are linuted to federal ARiRr pmctlcable for this removal and Colorado ARARs 

relevant to thas removal Thc ARiRr ldentrJicanon is limated to broad atahom of the 
Acts and regulatrons applicable to the removal This sectlon does not meet the PAM 

reqwrement of mihjjwzg all UURr spafieally related to the proposed actaon The 
Divrszon believes that a &tai.kdARARr identifficanon mwt be inclu&d in ths PAM to 
meet the requrements of the proposed accelemted response acnon h g u a g e  

Please see response to CDH comment IC 
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Comment No. 2 

Project Costs At the request of the EPA a revaew of the pmjected cost of this removal 
WhOn was presented to the Davasion stafat a meehng on August 3 1994 ms comment 
as in response to both the a@onnahon contained an the PAM and the supplemental cost 
infomranon presented at the August 3 1994 rneehng 

IIlre Davasaon as shocked by the extremely hagh cost eshmate that DOE has presented for 
what appears to be a sample removal actaon resources that DOE has conzmztted to 
thas removal m o n  am messave unnecessary imflaent and mteful of taxpayer 
money IIlre Davasion farls to see how the DOE can cham that thu remoml as cost 
eflechve The extreme cost combaned wath the falure to consa&r the cost of other optaons 
does not support thu conchon In &hOn the cost of thrs m o n  consa&red aganst 
the rehvely small nsk rcducnon wes qWhOnS as to whether the m o n  should be 
taken at all 

The Davasion requests speaflc jushfldon for why thu amon costs $65 per cubic 

yard of removed soil l%i.?jWhfluahOn must include mhonal and speaflc tash for each 

of the 9jW hme support pemoml to the 4pemoml actuaUy hing the removal dunng 
the soil removal phase of the pmject The Davasron rccommutds that the DOE C n h C W  

revaew all aspects of thu pmject and make all appmpnate cost cuts before presenhng 
such justfluahon Cost savang reco?tmmdanons are presented an the Divrsron s 

comments below 

Please see response to EPA Major Comment No 1 DOE wrll stnve to reduce pr~ject costs 

without sacdcmg compbce with ARARs and other Rocky Flats &vmnmental Technology 
site r equmen t s  

' I  



P 
I 
T 
1 
& 
T 
I 
c 
I 
E 
I 
I 
E 

T 
I 
E 
t 
1 

I R  

Comment No. 3 

Waste C?uamterizah~ & Diwsaon WyZs pramed &&#hod &tatled Cost ahmates 

for thas PAM at a meehng with the DOE EPA and EG&G stag on August 3 1994 

Based on thse cost atimata a SrgnrCpCanrpornon of removal costs are assmated wrth 

waste charactenzahon A meeting was held between the Dimion DOE and EG&G stag 
on August 4 1994 to rewew the waste charectenzahon requzrements for thu hot spot 
removal actaon Dunng that meemg it was agreed that the tzxtmve w t e  
charactenzahon proposed for thu removal actaon as based on current w t e  acceptance 
cntena for the Nevada: Tat site (PIX!?) 

None of the waste chamctenzahon sampltng proposed in thas PAM as requzred by the 
Diwsaon for on sate w t e  storage l%e Divrsron belteves that sample results flom the 
OU 1 M I / .  lIIyestL8cucOn are suflaent to makz a hazardorcs w t e  &ternnation and 

adequazely chamctmze the soils proposed to be amwed for on site m t e  storage 

The cost of collecnng and analyzing waste chamctenzanon sanaples to meet current NTS 
waste acceptance reqwrements 1s over $150 CKX) over 38% of the total project cost The 
NTS is not currently aCCephng mLxed wllste or non-hazarbus mdioachve waste There 
is no guarantee that current NTS w t e  acceptance critena will be a&quate when NTS 
reopens or begins WCephng mLxed waste The risk Of COnductrng unnecessary analysts 

or hawng to resample to meet revised waste acceptance cntena is hash and can be 
avoided by delaying waste drsposal samphng undl a dspsal sate is truly awiluble and 
w t e  acceptance cntenaj'inalrzed Further it is the Diwsaon s un&mhmding that other 
OphOnS for the treamKnt or hposar of thas waste are ah0 bemg consrdered whrch could 

make the proposed waste chamctenzahon samplmg useless 

Therefore the Divlston recommed that DOE remove the proposed waste 
charactenmon samplng and analysas from thrs removal mhOn redrrcrng the cost of the 
amon by over $150 CKX) 



As stated m Response to EPA Major Comment No 1 ,  the cost for waste characteruabon wdl 
be removed from the project cost estunate Furthermore, the PAM w f l  be clear that the Subject 

ARA does not mclude treatment andor dsposal of the contamenzed sods 

fieVernon of C b m  D w m o ~  Potennal worker exposure to rOmonuClrdes an 
dust generated dwlng exca)ryLtlon as one of the greatest ham& associated with thas 
removal actaon The PAM states thar aL)L)rot)riate dust control meas- to matagate 
potennal contmnrmt magmtron dunng aeavahon wdll be applaed 17us statemenr as not 

suflaent to ensure to the Damon that all necessary measures for the protectaon of 
workers andprevenfton of con~muumt magratron wrll be amplemerued The prevennon 
of contamanant mSpersron as addressed an the final Plan for Prevcnnon of Cbruanunant 

Daspeersaon Febnuy 1992 (PPCD) lIIce Dimon requires that thas approvedpnmary 
U G  docwnent be utalized an detemnang spec@ dust control measures for thas actaon and 

referenced an the PAM Akiinonally the PAMmust uiknqfi the spectfic dust suppression 
techtuques aar monatonng anstnunew and actaon/alann levels detemned through the 

P P W  methodology to be employed dunng thas removal actaon 

The Health and Safety Plan (HASP) for the hot spot removal idenMes the momtonng and dust 

control measurn that wdl be uthzed dumg the excavabon "bese detads wdl be pmwded m 
the F d  PAM They are consutent wlth the P E D ,  whch wdl be referenced acwdmgly 

A l t e m v e  E-oq The Diwion w not c~wyzrc that altemataw to the m v a l  were 
being consukred Not enough informatron has beerapmerued to adequately compare all 

of the altemanves presented An ancomplete altemanves mtalysjs is of lattle value 
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Speafically the relatrve costs of each altemahve as mismg The use of fences or other 
insntuhonul actions to lrmrt access to the hot spots untrl afinal remedy is selected was 
not considered as an a l t e d v e  in ths analysas Altemahves were arbimly rejected 
because they could not be implemented in less than 6 months Farlure to meet the 
implementanon hme firune for as an accelemted acnon should not preclude an othemse 
supenor achon from being selected Altemanves should be consrdered on their techrucal 
ments The Divaston r e c o d  that either a complete altemahves analysis be 
conducted and presented in the PMd or the propsed amon be presented srngulurly as 
a presmphve remedy 

As suggested the F d  PAM wdl not lnclude an altmat~ves analys~s but rather wdl present 
the proposed ARA as a presumpbve remedy The language to mod@ the anent IAG does not 

requm an alternaOves analysu for ARAs nor does EPA guidance for p w o n  of Amon 
Memoranda for tme-cntrCat moval  m o n s  

&?Chon 2 4 1 Page 14 llre test states that the sample hole as SSlWP3 was tennimed 
at 10 inches because a lurge Tock was encountered llre presence of a lurge rock rmed 
several queshons regarding the removal that are not &sed in the P M  SpaficaUy 
is the rock big enough to cause concern dwrng the removal? Have conhngencres been 
developed for the removal and drsposal of the contmnated rock? Is the rock too big to 
fit into a dum? Will the rock be broken in place bqore removal? Does the DOE expect 
to be able to deconrmninae the rock? 



Field personnel who performed the onpal samplmg at SS100493 mhcated the rock is 

approxlmately 1 foot square and 3 to 4 mches m diameter The rock can be easdy removed by 

hand and placed mto a drum The rock may pose some treatment problems should the sods 

r e ~ u l r e  treatment but t h s  is beyond the scope of the ARA 

st?ChOn 2 4 2 I Page 15 The text in thas sectaon states that the ammobility of plutonawn 
and amenawn in the mvammnt is a given The Dimion das not agree wth thas 

hypothesis It has been shown that both Pu and Am co~ltrmuluults at the Los Alamos 
Nataonal Luboratory are mbale in the envaronment (prvimm Sa Techno1 Vol 23 

No 5 1989 page 4%.502) Addinonally the PAM cats potential mgrataon of 
radronuclades an the envarorunent as monale for thas acnon 

Regardless of what may be d e e d  about plutonrum mobhty m the ES&T arhcle extensive 

stuhes of plutomum mob- m OU2 sods mhcate no apprecuible verhcal mgrauon of the 

mhonuchde even dumg a lOeyear 1 hour duaon  smulated mnfd event These data anz 

duectly relevant to OU1 as the sods at OU1 are not sl@cantly M e m t  than those at OU2 

The PAM cimon of potentml m m o n  of donuchdes as a rabonale for the ARA is m 
reference to erosion not verhcal mmon due to other mechaatsms 

Sectaon 5 2 2 3 Page 28 The text states that thas cost esnmate does not anclude any 

costscfbr treatment or &posal of the soils Thrs statement as not accurcue The w t e  
charactenzanon samplang &mled in the Samplang and Anatysrs Plan is directly 
atmbuted to waste acceptance cntena at the NTS a fsure w t e  disposal opnon 

Specrficaltv costs &rectly &weti to waste &psal ancluik sampk Colkchon and 
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packuging ($21 149) lab #@mation anddata valrdatrons ($123 525) incotpome data 
into WEDS ($3 337) and Ctato quality redew ($2 055) Ykrefore $150 066 or over 
38% of the esnmated $39J CKX) pmject costs are actually w t e  drsposal costs llte 
Divrsion s recommendation on the elinunatron of t h  w t e  charactenzatlon sampiing zs 

a3scussed in the Divrsron s general comments above 

w 

DOE agrees these costs should be elmmated from the pmpct costs Please see our response 
to EPA Major Concern Comment No 1 

&Chon 6 1 Page 28 The Mwsion das not beUeve that su@cmZ ii$iormanon has been 
presented to support the DOE sJsntfng that this amon zs cost eflemve The Diwon 
requests that the m ~ d  forflndmg thu pro~cct to be cost eflemw and the DOE s 

&y?mnon or cntena of cost eflecnve pmjects be bnem summarized in thrs PAM 

References to the ARA bemg cost effectwe have been elmmated from the PAM 
effmveness is not a cntena for selmon and Implementahon of an ARA 

response to EPA Major Concern Comment No 1 

Cost 

Please see our 

&chon 8 0 Page 29 Although t h  document was prepcrrcd by a DOE subconmetor 
at is a DOE document llus docunrent Ss a proposed adon not a recommended aciion 


